PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Janmes R Burgener
DOCKET NO.: 05-26579.001-1-1 through 05-26579.005-1-1
PARCEL NO.: See bel ow.

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Janmes R Burgener the appellant, by attorney Patrick J. Cullerton
of Thonpson Coburn Fagel/Haber, Chicago, and the Cook County
Board of Review.

Located in Lyons Township, GCook County, the subject property
consi sts of 44,145 square foot parcel inproved one-story and part
two-story masonry and steel constructed industrial building

containing 24,530 square feet of building area. The origi nal
buil ding was constructed in the early 1900's w th subsequent
additions in 1955, 1969 and 1970. The building is fully

sprinklered; has 12 to 16 foot clear ceilings; one truck |evel
dock; and one grade |evel drive-in door.

The appellant, through counsel, presented evidence before the
Property Tax Appeal Board arguing that the fair market value of
the subject was not accurately reflected in its assessed val ue.
In support of that argunment, an appraisal sunmary report was
proffered. The report was authored by John F. Cark of John F.
Cark & Associates, Inc., Elizabeth, Illinois. The appr ai sal
revealed Cark is a State of Illinois certified real estate

apprai ser and holds the Menber of the Appraisal Institute (MAl)
desi gnati on.

After an exam nation of the subject site, building, neighborhood
and environs, the report indicated the apprai ser determ ned the
subj ect's highest and best use as inproved; its current use.

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

DOCKET NO., PARCEL NO LAND | MPR. TOTAL

05-26579.001-1-1 18-04-212-004-0000 $ 6,356 $ 529 $ 6,885
05-26579. 002-1-1 18-04-212-006-0000 $ 9,906 $ 826 $ 10,732
05-26579. 003-1-1 18-04-212-007-0000 $ 2,023 $ 168 $ 2,191
05-26579.004-1-1 18-04-213-002-0000 $21,533 $113,330 $134, 863
05-26579. 005-1-1 18-04-213-010-0000 $ 2,446 $ 13,883 $ 16, 329

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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To estimate a fair market value for the subject of $475,000 as of
January 1, 2005, the appraiser enployed the three classic

appr oaches to val ue.

In the cost approach, the appraiser estinmated a value for the
subject site using the sales of five parcels located in the
subject's general area. The conparables ranged in size from
52,543 to 175,661 square feet of land area and were sold from
Cctober 2001 to May 2004 for prices ranging from $2.11 to $6. 35
per square foot of land area, unadjusted. After adjustnments to
the sales for property rights conveyed, financing terns,
conditions of sale, market conditions, |location and unique
characteristics, the appraiser estimated a |land value for the
subject of $5.00 per square foot of land area or $221, 000,
rounded. A reproduction cost new was estinmated to be $1, 176, 960.
Enmpl oying the age/life nmethod to estinmate depreciation of the
building, the appraiser wutilized 80% or $941,568, as the
subject's estimted depreciation from all causes which was
deducted from the estimated reproduction cost. These
calculations resulted in a depreciated value for the subject
i nprovenment of $235, 292. Next to the depreciated inprovenent
value, an estimated $50,000 for yard inprovenents was added as
was the estimated |l and value to determ ne an estimted val ue for
t he subject of $506, 000, rounded, via the cost approach.

The next approach to value in the appraisal was the incone
approach to value. The appraiser surveyed rental properties
| ocated in the subject's general area. After an analysis of the
conpar abl es' | ocation, size, age, and other relevant factors, the
apprai ser estimated a net rental range from $2.00 to $4.00 per
square foot of building area for the conparables. After
considering the rental data the appraiser determ ned a reasonabl e
rent for the subject would be $2.50 per square foot of building
area, or a potential gross incone (PA) of $61,300. A deduction
for vacancy and collection |loss of 15% or $9,195 was taken to
conclude an effective gross income (EA) of $52,105. Allowable
expenses of $6,774 were deducted from the EG@ to conclude an
estimated net operating inconme (NO) of $45,331.

A capitalization rate of 10.0% for the subject was devel oped
utilizing the market extraction techniques. This was applied to
the subject's estimated NO to indicate a value of $453, 000,
rounded, through the incone capitalization approach to val ue.

The appraiser selected the sales of five industrial buildings
located in areas simlar to the subject's general area. The
properties range in parcel size from 52,480 to 127,778 square
feet of land area; in inprovenent size from 29,190 to 45,500
square feet of building area; and have land to building ratios
from1l.49:1 to 2.80:1. The conparables sold from October 2002 to
January 2005 for prices ranging from $16.48 to $19.92 per square
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foot of building area including |and, unadjusted. The appraiser
anal yzed the sales of the conparables and adjusted them for
property rights conveyed, financing terns, conditions of sale,
mar ket conditions, location and other wunique characteristics.
This data suggests a per-square-foot value for the subject of
$19.00, or an estimated value of $466,000, rounded, for the
subj ect through the sal es conpari son approach to val ue.

In the reconciliation, the appraiser placed the npbst enphasis on
the sales conparison approach, with secondary enphasis on the
incone and the cost approaches to value. The appraiser's fina
opi nion of the subject's a fair nmarket value was $475,000 as of
January 1, 2005.

Based on the appraisal evidence, the appellant requested a
reduction in the subject's inprovenent assessnent.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's final assessnent of $205, 154 was
di scl osed. The subject's final assessnment reflects a fair narket
val ue of $569, 872, when the Cook County Real Property Assessnent
Classification Odinance | evel of assessnents of 36%for O ass 5b
properties such as the subject is applied. |In support, the board
of review offered a nmenorandum suggesting that sales of
conparable properties indicates an unadjusted range of from
$23.25 to $61. 73 per square foot of building area and support the
current assessnent. Cook County Assessor's sales sheets for
ei ght conparables were offered in support. The conparabl e
properties range from 29 to 61 years old; in building size from
20,000 to 27,000 square feet and in land size from 29,926 to
110, 529 square feet. These properties were sold from January
2001 to February 2007. Based on the foregoing, the board of
revi ew requested confirmati on of the subject's assessnent.

After reviewing the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The issue before
the Property Tax Appeal Board is the subject's fair market val ue.
Next, when overvaluation is clainmed the appellant has the burden
of proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the

evi dence. National City Bank of Mchigan/Illinois v. Illlinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331 IIll.App.3d 1038 (3'® Dist. 2002);
W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board
313 111.App.3d 179, 728 N.E.2d 1256 (2" Dist. 2000). Proof of

mar ket val ue may consist of an appraisal, a recent arnms length
sale of +the subject property, recent sales of conparable
properties, or recent construction costs of the subject property.
Section 1910.65 The Oficial Rules of the Property Tax Appeal
Board (86 Il1l.Adm Code 81910.65(c)). Having reviewed the record
and considered the evidence, the Board concludes that the
appel l ant has satisfied this burden.
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The Property Tax Appeal Board finds that the best evidence in the
record of the subject's fair market value as of January 1, 2005
is the appraisal report submtted by the appellant. The
appel l ant presented an appraisal utilizing the three classic
approaches to val ue. Each approach to value contained credible
data and a concluded estinmate of value based on a well| reasoned
anal ysis of the data. The appraiser relied nost heavily on the
sal es conpari son approach and each sale presented was descri bed
with appropriate adjustnments nmade to each property when conpared
to the subject. Although | ess weight was accorded to the incone
approach by the appraiser, each step to estinate a value for the
subject was followed carefully. Again, in the cost approach to
val ue, the appraiser foll owed appropriate nethodol ogy even though
| ess weight was placed on this approach to val ue. The Board
finds that the appraiser's final conclusion to value to be well
reasoned and aligned with the conclusions reached in each
approach to val ue.

In contrast, the board of review presented only raw sal es data
wi t hout adjustnents or analysis of the conparables and their

conparability to the subject. The Board finds the board of
review s presentation of sales wthout any neaningful analysis
nerely anecdotal. Therefore, the Property Tax Appeal Board

pl aces significant weight on the appellant's appraisal and pl aces
di m ni shed wei ght on the board of review s evidence. As a result
of this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the
appel lant has adequately denonstrated that the subject is
overval ued by a preponderance of the evidence.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board
finds the subject property had a nmarket value of $475,000, as of
January 1, 2005. Since the fair nmarket value of the subject has
been established, the Board finds that the Cook County Real
Property Assessnent C assification Odinance | evel of assessnents
of 36% for Class 5b properties such as the subject shall apply
and a reduction is accordingly warranted.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

L
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Menmber Menber

Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI1 ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conmplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: February 29, 2008

@;ﬁmﬂa@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
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subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BQOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION | N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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